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REMARKS 

Entry of this Amendment and reconsideration are respectfully requested in view of 
the amendments made to the claims and for the remarks made herein. 

Claims 1-20 are pending and stand rejected. Claims 1-6, 9, 10, 12, 14-19 have been 
amended. 

Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 12, and 14-20 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Berenson in view of Finseth and further in view of Carpenter (USP no. 

6,745,245). 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with and explicitly traverses the reason for 
rejecting the claims. However, the claims have been amended to recite that a 
subscription plan is reconmiended based on the monitored channels and programs and 
that payment is based on the subscription plan and the selected program. No new matter 
has been added. 

Support for the amendment may be found at least on page 8, lines 12-20 ("[t]hus, a 
data base reflecting the user's likes and dislikes of various channels and/or shows can be 
obtained based on the user's viewing pattern, such that the receiver 1 0 can later 
recommend a list of programs or channels that the viewer should pay for subscription. 
Referring to FIG. 4, the present invention allows a number of ways for viewers to pay for 
the programs or channels selectively as they wish. Thus, the viewer is able to customize 
the payment plan for viewing the designated channels or shows according to their 
preferences."). 

Berenson and Finseth were cited in the prior Office Action and applicant's 
characterization of said is reasserted as if in full herein. 

Carpenter is recited for teaching that a user may select whether to pay for a type of 
service. See, for example, col. 2, lines 26-32 ("[pjermitting subscribers to select which 
entertaiimient and information services are to be received could allow content providers 
to offer a range of service plans, thereby enabling consumers to pay for only the services 
that are of interest. Those who want enhanced services can pay a premium, while those 
who want no more than basic service need to pay only a relatively small fee." 
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Carpenter, thus, discloses that a content provider can establish a range of service 
plans that the user may find of interest and that the user may select a service and pay the 
fee associated with the selected service. 

However, Carpenter fails to teach that the payment plan is based on a subscription 
plan developed from the user profile. 

With reference to the independent claims, the combination of the cited references 
fails to render obvious the subject matter claimed, as the references, when combined, fail 
to recite all the elements claimed. In view of the amendments made to the claims and for 
the remarks made with regard to the rejection of claim 1 and 14, applicant submits that 
the reason for the rejection of these claims can no longer be sustained. 

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the 

claim. 

The remaining claims are each dependent from the independent claim discussed 
above and are therefore patentable based on their dependency from an allowable base 
claim. For at least this reason, applicant respectftiUy requests withdrawal of the rejection 
and allowance of the remaining dependent claims. 

Claims 9 and 13 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(e) as being unpatentable over 
Berenson in view of Carpenter. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with and explicitly traverses the reason for 
rejecting the claims. However, claim 9 has been amended to recite " determining a 
payment plan based on said user profile and program selection ." which is similar to the 
amendment made to independent claims 1 and 14. 

Hence, for the arguments made with regard to the rejection of claim 1, applicant 
submits that the rejection of claim 9 has been overcome and respectfully requests that the 
rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim 13 depends from claim 9 and is therefore patentable based on its 
dependency from an allowable base claim. For at least this reason, applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the dependent claim. 
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Claims 3, 10, 1 1 and 17 staiid rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Berenson in view of Finseth and further in view of Ottesen. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with and explicitly traverses the reason for 
rejecting the claims. As these claims depend from the independent claims, which have 
been rejected with reference to Carpenter, applicant believes that Carpenter should be 
cited in rejecting the aforementioned claims. 

Notwithstanding, claims 3, 10, 11 and 17 depend from an independent claim 
discussed above and are therefore patentable based on their dependency from an 
allowable base claim. For at least this reason, applicant respectfully requests withdrawal 
of the rejection and allowance of these remaining dependent claims. 

For all the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all the present 
claims are patentable in view of the cited references. A Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 



Mail all correspondence to: 
Dan Piotrowski, Registration No. 42,079 
Philips Intellectual Property & Standards 
P.O. Box 3001 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510-8001 
Phone: (914) 333-9624 
Fax: (914)332-0615 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dan Piotrowski 
Registration No. 42,079 



Date: May 14, 2007 




Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 44,069 
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